
PRESENTATION TO LEDYARD PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION DEC 19, 2024



Questions posed              
by Ledyard Planning              
& Zoning Commission 
Members 



Did the sound study include the 
clearing the trees, removal of 
stumps, chipping of the lumber?

Commission Question:



GFI Response:

Land clearing is a discreet and limited duration event which occurs at the 
commencement of each phase of the excavation. It is anticipated that land 
clearing activities for each of Phases 1 through 4 will require 10 to 12 
working days, with 4 to 5 working days required for clearing in Phase 5. 
With respect to land clearing, we do not normally include land clearing as a 
part of the noise study for site development. As stated above, this is a 
temporary activity. The clearing will involve excavator mounted hydraulic 
shears and limbing. This is not expected to have higher sound levels than 
the excavators that are planned for the excavation phase of the project, 
and which are included in the model. The applicant does not expect 
chainsaws to be used on site. In addition, there may be chipping of whole 
trees. A portable diesel chipper has a sound power of approximately 122 
dBA, which is the same as the rock crushers modeled in the noise study.

Response provided by Ken Kaliski of RSG, Inc.



Who marked up the 1963 and 1975 
Regulations as submitted by Eric 
Treaster at the end of his narrative 
from 12/5? Do we have a later set of 
regulations from around that time 
that shows the omission?

Commission Question:



GFI Response:

The Applicant assumes that this question refers to the attachment to 
Exhibit 204 in the Administrative Record which was submitted by Eric 
Treaster. The Applicant has no knowledge as to who has provided the 
notational comments. However, the Applicant is confident that they were 
added in conjunction with the current administrative proceeding and do 
not appear in the original record. The Applicant is attaching hereto, as 
Exhibit A, a copy of the 1963 original Zoning Regulations obtained from 
the Ledyard Town Clerk as well as, as Exhibit B, a copy of the applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Regulations subsequent to the 1975 amendment.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



GFI Response:

Exhibit A
1963 ZONING REGULATIONS



GFI Response:

Exhibit A
1963 ZONING REGULATIONS



GFI Response:

Exhibit B
APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE   

1975 ZONING REGULATIONS



GFI Response:

Exhibit B
APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE   

1975 ZONING REGULATIONS



Commission Question:

In regards to radon exposure, does 
depth matter? I.e. do we encounter 
more radon at deeper levels within 
the bedrock and layers?



GFI Response:

Yes, depth, in terms of excavation, can influence the potential for the 
radon present. Radon, where present with regards to bedrock, is going to 
present primarily in fractured bedrock. The uppermost 25 feet of bedrock 
will typically contain more open and weathered fractures and have a 
higher potential for radon than at increased depths. The rock core borings 
that were completed show that the number and frequency of fractures in 
the granite decrease significantly at depth.

Response provided by Jeff Slade, Senior Geologist with          
Continental Placer/Adirondack Consulting Services



Maine Drilling and Blasting response 
to letter read from Lara Stauning
from the 12/5 meeting: Is there a 
report to corroborate their comments 
in regards to vibration levels?        
Does this report come from 
monitoring equipment?

Commission Question:



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



How many barges departed and 
arrived during Dow’s heyday?

Commission Question:



GFI Response:

To the best of our knowledge, The Dow Chemical Company did not employ 
barges. Beginning in 1956, and continuing to this date, raw material was 
provided to The Dow Chemical Company and now Americas Styrenics by 
tankers, not barges. The “Marine Dow Chemical” was a 551 foot tanker, 
the first vessel built for carrying liquid chemicals with a capacity of 3.5 
million gallons. The S.S. Leland I. Doan, with a capacity of 3.7 million 
gallons took her maiden voyage in February, 1961. Both tankers 
transported liquid chemical product to The Dow Chemical Company 
manufacturing facility at Allyn’s Point. 1 – 2 tankers arrived each month 
with product.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



How many barges are expected/ 
anticipated to arrive and depart 
at GFI over the course of 10 yrs?

Commission Question:



GFI Response:

It is anticipated that 2 – 3 barges per week will be utilized during 
periods of peak excavation to transport stone product from the 
Allyn’s Point property to market. The tanker which provides raw 
material for manufacturing to Americas Styrenics ports 
approximately once every 6 – 7 weeks.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

How is it possible that 100% of silica 
dust can be prevented from leaving 
the boundaries of the property?



GFI Response:

Silica is one of the most common elements in the earth’s crust and 
is found in road sand, at the beach, in construction materials like 
bricks and tiles. It was presented in the Geology expert report that 
the concentration of silica in the proposed quarry material is low.

Even so, the GFI project related particulate/dust, including silica, 
will be subject to continuous measurement and engineered controls 
that will be in place for the duration of the project. The engineered 
controls, which will include but not be limited to the use of water 
misting at the point sources, will be designed to minimize 
particulate/dust generation or emissions, including potential silica 
dust. The current proposed engineered controls have been shown by 
industry experience and in the peer reviewed technical literature to 
be relatively easy to implement and highly effective at controlling 
particulate/dust emissions from sites.



GFI Response:
The Community Air Monitoring Program (CAMP) Verdantas prepared for 
operations at GFI includes continuous real time perimeter monitoring for 
particulate matter with aerodynamic diameters of 2.5 μm and 10 μm, 
respectively. The CAMP provides specific response actions in the event 
perimeter particulate concentrations reach a predetermined threshold 
concentration, which will be set at 100 times below the permissible 
exposure limit (PEL) in the occupational environment.

In addition, the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) requires 
exposure assessment(s) of the on-site affected personnel, with an 
additional requirement to report results to the agency within an MSHA 
prescribed period of time. The MSHA health-based threshold 
concentration for silica particulate/dust is 50 micrograms per cubic meter 
of air (μg/m3) averaged over an 8-hour time period. The health-based 
concentration thresholds established by MSHA for the workers provides 
the required protection for occupational and public health such that the 
workers may work in the operational areas (emission source areas) 
without the need for using personal protective equipment for breathing 
(i.e., respirators, dust masks, or similar).



GFI Response:

In summary, the process engineered controls coupled with 
continuous real time monitoring at the perimeter of the site (CAMP) 
and required integrated air samples for analysis of crystalline silica 
dust for workers at the site (MSHA) will provide scientific data to 
verify, with a high degree of confidence, that dust emissions, 
including emissions of silica dust, will be below health-based 
thresholds both on-site and in the surrounding community.

Response provided by Suzanne Pisano of Verdantas



Health & Safety
• Respirable Dust and Silica will 

be monitored and tested to 
assure they stay below the 
Permissible Exposure Limit 
(PEL) and Action Level.

• Monitoring is performed using 
personal dust monitors to 
sample the air surrounding the 
employee to make sure that all 
levels are below PEL and the 
Action Level.

• All testing samples are sent to a 
certified laboratory for 
analysis.  



Commission Question:

Please demonstrate in detail and in 
laymen’s perspective the final grading 
depiction resulting from the regrading 
processes in this application. Please 
include the part of the property that 
extends from Route 12 and down to the 
Thames River. Please use existing plans as 
necessary and any other means to clearly 
show the resulting gradation.



GFI Response:

See Section Views East to West (A-A’) and North to South (B-B’) attached 
prepared by Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc. as well as a 3 dimensional 
drawing prepared by Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc. to portray the 
final grading for the project after all 5 phases have been completed. Please 
note that cross section detail B-B’ depicted on Drawing Sheet XS-1 
evidences an elevation of 90 +/- at Route 12 with the finished grade 
ascending at Station 21+60 at the westerly edge of the excavation to 
elevation 100 +/-, a 10 foot rise in elevation. The finished grade then 
benches down to elevation 40 at the floor of the excavation which descends 
to the west to a finished floor elevation of 20 +/- at the westerly floor of 
the excavation at its west end. The approximate 1.5% finished grade has 
been designed to support future industrial development as represented by 
the Applicant.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller and                                          
George Andrews of Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



Commission Question:

Please describe or reiterate in detail 
the closure plan for each phase, 
including timing and timelines.



GFI Response:

Once the first phase of excavation is complete, the surface will be 
backfilled to subgrade, which is the final grade minus the topsoil and 
subsoil layers. The interim surface will be stabilized with crushed 
stone to facilitate vehicular traffic, while mitigating soil erosion 
during this interim operating period. This interim surface will be 
maintained in Phase 1 through Phases 2 through 4. Phase 2 will be 
similarly handled to facilitate the continued excavation of 
overburden and bedrock and to provide access to the later phases. 
Assuming an 8-year construction period, Phases 1 and 2 will likely be 
in the interim stabilization state for about 7-years. We expect Phases 
1 and 2 to be stabilized at subgrade within about 3.5 years from the 
start of construction.



GFI Response:

Phases 3.1, 3.2 and 4 will not need this interim crushed stone finish as 
these areas will be at final subgrade without the need for vehicular traffic 
thereover. These phases will immediately be restored with 12-20” of 
subsoil and 4” of topsoil on the floor and 30” of subsoil and 4” of topsoil 
on the benches, then mulched and seeded/planted. Restoration of these 
phases would progress phase by phase over a period of about 3.5-years.

At year 7 or thereabouts, Phase 5 will be excavated (no blasting 
anticipated since this area will be overburden soils only). Phase 5 will 
immediately be restored with subsoil and topsoil, then mulched and 
seeded. We expect this excavation and restoration to endure for about       
6-months.

Upon completion of Phase 5, phase 2 will be restored to final grade with 
subsoil and topsoil, mulched and seeded. Upon completion, Phase 1 will 
be restored with the same finish. We expect Phase 1 and 2 to be 
completely restored at the 8-year period.

Response provided by Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.



Commission Question:

Processing of rock and regrading as 
proposed is characterized as 
“industrial site preparation. Have 
other permits including site plans 
been submitted for either this 
application or under a separate 
application?



GFI Response:

The only other related application was the application which was 
approved for a permit to conduct regulated activities by the Ledyard 
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commission. The application which 
is currently being presented to the Town of Ledyard Planning and 
Zoning Commission for consideration is (i) an Application for Special 
Permit for Excavation Major and for modification of an existing Special 
Permit granted by the Town of Ledyard Planning and Zoning Commission 
for mixed commercial and industrial use of the subject property (ii) a 
Site Plan application submitted in conjunction with the Special Permit 
Application to approve the proposed regrading of the property which 
will result from the activities identified in the Ledyard Zoning 
Regulations as “Excavation Major” and (iii) an application for a 
determination of consistency with coastal goals and policies. 



GFI Response:

The use identified in the Zoning Regulations as a use permitted by 
special permit is an Excavation Major; i.e. the excavation and removal 
of more than 300 cubic yards of earth product material. That is the use 
applied for in this application. The purpose of that use, as depicted in 
the permit application as well as the Zoning Compliance Manual, is to 
accomplish the industrial regrading of 40 acres of the Applicant’s 
property in order to create 26 acres of unencumbered valuable industrial 
land to support future development. 

Thus, the specially permitted use as identified in the Ledyard Zoning 
Regulations enables activity which will fulfill the Applicant’s ultimate 
goal of creating additional industrial land.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

Please describe how “blasting” 
and “rock crushing” and “rock 
shot” is deemed either as an 
“Incidental” use or a “Principal” 
use, in terms of this application.



GFI Response:

The uses described in this question are integral components of the 
“Excavation Major” activity permitted by special permit in the Zoning 
Regulations. Section 8.16(I) of the Zoning Regulations provides: “The use 
of explosive devices and rock crushing equipment may be limited as a 
condition of the permit.” Thus, the regulation itself contemplates that 
both blasting and aggregate processing are permitted components of the 
Excavation Major special permit use classification. It is therefore the 
Applicant’s position that the activities described in the question posed 
are integral components of the permitted use. Under general principles 
of Connecticut law, when a zoning commission is exercising permitting 
authority in evaluating a special use permit, the zoning authority has 
discretion, in appropriate circumstances, to impose conditions on the 
use in order to satisfy the permitting criteria contained in the special 
permit general evaluation criteria (in Ledyard, Section 11.3.4 of the 
Zoning Regulations). 



GFI Response:

We also note that Section 7.10.1 of the Zoning Regulations provides as 
follows: “To facilitate the clearing of land on parcels that are actively 
being developed, temporary sawmills and stone crushing equipment may 
be utilized under the following conditions: …” Therefore, on a 
temporary basis, stone crushing may also be permitted in conjunction 
with this application under that regulation.

The Applicant notes that, while the activity for which a permit is sought 
is Excavation Major, the purpose of this excavation is to create 26 acres 
of uniquely developable industrial land with access to a deep water 
port, rail service, state highway infrastructure and a 115KV transmission 
line and immediately adjacent substation to support a variety of 
different types of potential energy related uses to be developed on the 
property subsequent to the completion of the industrial regarding.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

Please describe the contents/ 
characteristics of the capped 
area of the site as identified in 
the application as a remnant 
from the Dow era of use.



GFI Response:

The “engineered control” (cap) covers latex waste that was 
deposited within the subject area during the active operation of 
the facility.

The asphalt cap design and specifications includes a combined 
thickness of asphalt (1.5 inches bituminous concrete top course 
and 2-inch bituminous concrete binder course) and other 
components of the constructed cap (compact process gravel, 
geogrid, etc.) varies between 21.5 and 27.5 inches across the 5.2 
acre cap. It provides a robust barrier between potential receptors 
at the ground surface and impacted subgrade fill soils. The geogrid 
(Tensar® Geogrid BX 1200), provides geotechnical stability for the 
cover system, limiting differential settlement. A detail of the cap 
section is included below (extracted from the plan for the cap 
submitted to DEEP and approved).



GFI Response:

As noted above, the existing cap was designed specifically to mitigate 
deformation of the underlying soils, specifically with the Tensar Geogrid 
and the substantial 12” to 18” compacted processed aggregate installed 
below the 6” pavement base and the asphalt surface. The design 
facilitated the continued use of the area by heavy industrial equipment. 
The construction of the additional “interim cap” constructed on the 
surface of the existing cap was specifically designed to provide 
protection to the underlying asphalt surface. 



GFI Response:

The interim cap was specifically designed with a minimum 6” base 
consisting of asphalt millings or processed aggregate, depending on the 
location which will distribute surface loading over a much larger area 
onto the existing asphalt surface, thereby providing significant 
protection of the underlying asphalt surface. Collectively, the interim 
cap upon the existing cap provides over 29” of gravel base and asphalt 
upon a geogrid, which far exceeds the requirements for any roadway 
constructed in the Town of Ledyard (Local Street – requires an 8” 
gravel subbase, 4” Processed aggregate base with 2” binder and 1 ½” 
Surface course). Providing such a form and stiff base is the key to 
mitigating deformation and potential cracking of the underlying 
asphalt. As such, the interim protective cap needs to be looked at as a 
system along with the existing cap to ensure adequate protection, 
which is the basis for the design provided.

Response provided by Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.



Commission Question:

Please describe any all progress 
made on the new mitigated 
wetlands as previously approved 
by the IWWC  in 2023.



GFI Response:

The permit issued by the Ledyard IWWC required the Applicant to 
create compensatory wetlands (“mitigation”) at the approximate rate 
of 3 square feet of created wetland for each square foot of wetland 
potentially disturbed. The express terms of the permit issued by the 
Ledyard Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commission requires 
wetland mitigation to be completed prior to the completion of Phase I 
of the Excavation Major. As of this date, the Town of Ledyard Planning 
and Zoning Commission has not issued any approval which authorizes 
construction activity on the property; either in conjunction with the 
proposed Excavation Major or the related wetland mitigation which is 
occurring in a different area of the property. 



GFI Response:

Wetland mitigation has not commenced to date, and will not be 
commenced, until such time as the Excavation Major project 
commences. At such time as construction activities commence on the 
property, the creation of the mitigation wetlands will likewise 
commence in order to ensure that mitigation is fully completed prior 
to the completion of Phase I of the proposed excavation. Bonding will 
be provided in order to ensure that the wetland mitigation is 
completed in accordance with the wetland mitigation protocol 
depicted on Sheet C-7A and C-7B of the site development plan.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

Please describe/characterize/define the 
“conditions precedent hereinafter contained” 
in the agreement between the Historic 
Preservation. If the permanent perseveration 
enacted until “the event that the Owner 
obtains final, unappealable, approval from  
all applicable regulatory boards, commissions 
and agencies of the Town of Ledyard”......        
Is there really an agreement between      
Owner and SHPO? What purpose does          
this document serve?



GFI Response:

The agreements reached by the Applicant with The Archaeological 
Conservancy (perpetual custodian and owner) and the State Historic 
Preservation Office (regulatory authority) contains two components. The 
first component requires the Applicant to deed 3.44 acres of land to The 
Archaeological Conservancy pursuant to the terms and provisions of the 
Donation Agreement (referenced in Exhibit 95-2), Gales Ferry Intermodal, 
LLC has contractually agreed to immediately donate the 3.44 acre site 
located north of the Eversource transmission line easement to The 
Archaeological Conservancy in fee simple. This 3.44 acre parcel 
accommodates the former location of Fort Decatur, the sentry outpost and 
the related areas located north of the Eversource transmission line easement 
deemed historically significant by Heritage Consultants. This dedication is a 
non-contingent contractual obligation of Gales Ferry Intermodal, LLC. The 
“conditions precedent hereinafter contained” referenced in the question 
applies to additional obligations of Gales Ferry Intermodal, LLC which will 
only arise in the event that the Excavation Major special use permit is 
approved by the Ledyard Planning and Zoning Commission.



GFI Response:
In the event that the Excavation Major permit is approved, the condition 
precedent will be satisfied and Gales Ferry Intermodal, LLC will 
thereafter be further obligated to convey to The Archaeological 
Conservancy a 5.87 acre parcel of land located on the southerly side of 
the Eversource transmission line easement, fund the preparation of a 
treatise on Commadore Decatur, fund the nomination cost for the 
nomination of the Fort Decatur site to the National Register of Historic 
Places and donate an additional Ten Thousand and 00/100 ($10,000.00) 
Dollars to The Archaeological Conservancy. The Historic Preservation 
Agreement therefore defines both what Gales Ferry Intermodal, LLC is 
contractually and regulatorily required to do under all circumstances as 
well as identify those additional obligations of Gales Ferry Intermodal, 
LLC which arise only in the event that the Excavation Major special use 
permit is approved. It should further be noted that the 5.87 acre parcel 
referenced above is located southerly of the Eversource transmission line 
easement, and is not the subject of any permitting proceeding currently 
pending or contemplated on the Applicant’s property.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

What is the particulate matter 
generated per year - across the 
site across various activities -
expected to be based on the 
current application?



GFI Response:

The facility is proposing to process 750,000 tons of material annually, 
which would result in 5.35 tons per year (TPY) of PM10 and 0.72 TPY of 
PM2.5 at the point of generation at the site, which is well below the 
state air emissions particulate permit threshold of 15 TPY. The 
emissions at the source are then dispersed into the air and, based upon 
USEPA air emissions modeling, would result in a 24-hour (worst case, 
Scenario 2) maximum property boundary concentration of PM10 of 102 
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3), which includes a background 
particulate concentration of 30 ug/m3 plus the modeled process 
emissions concentration of 72 ug/m3. This 24-hour maximum boundary 
concentration of 102 ug/m3 is below the 24-hour national ambient air 
quality standard (NAAQS) for PM10, which is 150 ug/m3.



GFI Response:

The 24-hour (worst case, scenario 3) maximum boundary concentration 
for PM2.5 is 22.5 ug/m3, which includes a background particulate 
concentration of 15 ug/m3 plus the modeled process emissions 
concentration of 7.5 ug/m3. This 24-hour maximum boundary 
concentration of 22.5 ug/m3 is below the 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5 of 
35 ug/m3.

Similarly, the maximum annual daily average boundary concentration 
for PM 2.5, which would be from scenario 3, would be 7.7 ug/m3, 
which includes a background particulate average daily concentration of 
5.4 ug/m3 plus the modeled process emissions of 2.3 ug/m3. This 
annual daily average PM 2.5 value of 7.7 ug/m3 calculated over a one-
year period is below the NAAQS of 9 ug/m3.



GFI Response:

Therefore, the hourly and annual particulate emissions along the 
property boundary, assuming the worst-case scenarios, are protective 
of human health and the environment. Existing AMSTY 
structures/buildings/etc. were included as potential impacts on the air 
modelling output due to their size (i.e., potential objects causing 
downwash). However, emissions generated from AMSTY operations 
were not included in our assessment, as they are not under the 
operational control of Cashman.

Response provided by Suzanne Pisano of Verdantas



Commission Question:

Has the applicant addressed 
conditions and plans pertaining to 
existing AMSTY structures -
buildings, tanks and utilities etc -
in detail as it pertains to current 
application, uses and activity 
proposed in the application?



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



Commission Question:

Was a traffic study ever done to 
determine the impact to traffic on 
Rt 117 of southbound Rt 12 traffic 
traveling east on Rt 214 and then 
south on Rt 117 to avoid traffic 
conges on Rt 12 past the 
excavation/quarrying area?



GFI Response:

The traffic impact study that was conducted reviewed operations on 
Route 12 between Route 214 and Hurlbutt Road. No analysis was 
completed for Routes 214 and 117, except for the intersection of Route 
214 with Route 12.

A review of Google Maps indicates that travel times along Routes 12, 
2A, 2 and I-95 are similar to those along Route 214, 117 and other local 
roadways, for traffic destined to Towns other than Ledyard, Preston, 
North Stonington or parts of Groton north of I-95 and East of Route 12.

Routes 2 and 12 provide 36 -40 feet of pavement with wide shoulders 
and sweeping curves. The roadway is posted at speeds between 35 and 
50 miles per hour. Routes 214 and 117 are much narrower, providing 24 
to 26 feet of pavement, with narrow shoulders and posted speeds of 30 
miles per hour. The roadways follow a much more winding and curving 
alignment.



GFI Response:

Since the travel times are similar, and Route 12 is much more 
conducive to truck travel, it is unlikely, in my opinion, that trucks 
would utilize Routes 214 and 117 for deliveries outside of Ledyard, 
Preston and North Stonington.

With a peak hour generation of 51 trips, including 13 peak hour truck 
trips, there will be, in my opinion, no significant impact from a 
capacity standpoint on local roadways. One must also consider, that if 
there is a delivery required within Ledyard and North Stonington south 
of Route 2, trucks will need to use the same local roadways to access 
those sites, as they would from the proposed site.

For these reasons, our analysis was limited to Route 12 in the vicinity 
of the site.

Response provided by F.A. Hesketh & Associates, Inc.



Commission Question:

What are the peak times of day for 
truck traffic entering and leaving 
the site and how does this timing 
relate to school bus traffic and 
commuting traffic?



GFI Response:

In accordance with the special use permit application and Zoning 
Compliance Manual for the proposed Excavation Major, operations on 
the site cannot commence prior to 7:30 a.m. and may continue to 5:30 
p.m., excluding Sundays. As stated on numerous occasions in the public 
hearing process before the Ledyard Planning and Zoning Commission, 
only substratum (not marketable material and not material to be 
utilized in conjunction with the reclamation of the property) will be 
exported from the project by truck. Based upon the volume of storage 
area depicted on the site development plan, the Applicant possesses 
the flexibility to monitor and stage when trucks will be entering and 
leaving the site during each workday. The permit application limits 
truck traffic to 50 round trips per day which is a de minimis amount of 
additional site generated traffic considering the carrying capacity of 
Connecticut Route 12. 



GFI Response:

The Applicant can work with the Town of Ledyard, as a condition of 
special use permit approval, to avoid any significant amounts of truck 
traffic on the highway during school bus hours. While the traffic study 
performed by F.A. Hesketh & Associates utilized 13 truck trips in the 
peak hour to determine whether or not adverse impacts would occur, 
with proper coordination with the Department of Education, truck trip 
generation and routing can be modified to alleviate any perceived 
adverse effects.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller and                                          
F.A. Hesketh & Associates, Inc.



Commission Question:

What are the realistic potentials for 
closure of Rt 12 during blasting 
events and what effects will this 
have on Fire Department availability 
for town emergencies, school bus 
traffic, and commuting traffic? What 
will be the dura on of potential Rt 12 
closures during blasting events?



GFI Response:

After consultation with Maine Drilling and Blasting, as well as Jeff 
Slade, Senior Geologist with Continental Placer/Adirondack Consulting 
Services, it has been determined that the only time that a temporary 
closure MAY be required on Route 12 is in conjunction with blasting 
activities in Phase 3.2 of the project. As depicted on Sheet C-3 of the 
site development plan, Phase 3.2 is a small 3 acre phase in closest 
proximity to Connecticut Route 12. In the event that closures are 
required in Phase 3.2, Maine Drilling and Blasting has indicated that 
the duration of the closure will not exceed five minutes for each blast 
event. For purposes of clarity, no closures will be required in any other 
phase of the proposed excavation. 



GFI Response:

The project protocol limits blasting between the hours of 11:00 a.m. 
and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Since only 1 – 2 blasts will occur 
in any given week, blasting within this time window can be scheduled 
to avoid any time when trucks are travelling on Route 12 for Phase 3.2 
purposes and commuting peak hours. If a Phase 3.2 closure is deemed 
necessary by the blaster, we do not anticipate that a 5 minute closure 
will have any adverse impact on the fire department to provide 
services to address town emergencies.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

The modeling for noise, vibration, and 
dust all show levels below the State and 
Federal limits. However, modeling was 
conducted at ground level, but the initial 
phases of blasting will be 150 feet higher 
at the top of the hill. What is the 
confidence that modeling at five feet 
(bottom of the hill) will adequately 
reflect air emissions, noise, and vibration 
from blasting at 150 feet (top of the hill)?



GFI Response:

For purposes of clarity, initial blasting events will be at the bottom of 
the hill, not the top of the hill. Notwithstanding that clarification, it is 
undisputed that blasting will occur at higher elevations. As Gales Ferry 
Intermodal, LLC has engaged the services of three (3) separate 
consultants to evaluate noise, vibration and dust impacts, it is 
providing responses from each consultant with respect to such 
consultant’s individual discipline (see attached).



GFI Response:

VIBRATION
Modeling of blasting vibrations and air over-pressures are not 
significantly affected by elevation differences between the source and 
receivers. Blasting higher in elevation than receivers increase the 
travel distance for ground vibrations, thereby reducing the predicted 
amplitudes of ground velocities. The science of air over-pressure from 
blasting is well understood and documented. Air pressures from a blast 
rise upward in the air and never travel downward. This is because air 
pressure waves travel in the direction of colder air according to the 
laws governing thermoclines. We blast late in the morning to ensure 
temperature inversion does not exist (elevated warm air over cold air 
near ground level) where noise can reflect downward. As such, noise 
from blasting cannot possibly increase below the elevation of blasting. 
This is a well-established fact based on science.



GFI Response:

Test blasting planned for the site will establish a site attenuation 
model that will reflect safe and prudent blasting practice. The 
attenuation modeling will serve as a guide to blast design and the 
model will not change over the life of the project. No off-site impacts 
of blasting will exceed those predicted by the on-going modeling to 
ensure compliance with safe ground vibrations and air overpressures.

Response provided by Dr. Cathy Aimone-Martin



GFI Response:

NOISE
With respect to the question on sound modeling and terrain, the noise 
study models all sources at their anticipated heights above ground and 
at their anticipated elevations above sea level. It also includes the 
propagation effects of terrain.

Response provided by Ken Kaliski of RSG, Inc.



GFI Response:

DUST
Dust is modeled at the elevation where the activities occur and 
incorporate topography of the site (including as it changes with each 
phase), but also of the surrounding neighborhoods. So, modeling 
included the exact location (point) and elevation of where the blasting 
occurs, not just at the ground level. The dispersion model looks both 
vertically and horizontally from the point of the emission.

Response provided by Suzanne Pisano of Verdantas



Commission Question:

In the event that the modeling grossly 
underestimates actual air emissions, noise,  
and vibration at different phases of the 
excavation/quarrying efforts such that 
operations are required to cease permanently, 
is there a contingency plan for reintroducing 
overburden and topsoil to the remaining, 
partially excavated and quarried hill, and is 
there a bond/escrow account specifically 
identified as for use for this purpose in the 
event that the proposed plans can not be 
completed for these reasons?



GFI Response:

A bond has been proposed in conjunction with the application. See 
Section II, Item 3 of the Zoning Compliance Manual, Exhibit 2 in the 
record. The Bond Estimate exceeds $3,000,000.00 for soil and erosion 
control. While the Bond Estimate does not specifically contemplate the 
question posed, items such as complete landscaping of benches would 
not be required in the event that the Excavation Major operation 
ceased permanently prior to completion. All subsoil and topsoil 
excavated on the property must be retained on the property for future 
stabilization; therefore, the bond amount proposed by the Applicant is 
more than sufficient to accommodate this eventuality.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller and                                 
George Andrews of Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.



GFI Response:

For purposes of context, see response of Jeff Slade, Senior Geologist 
for Continental Placer/Adirondack Geologic Services below:

I took a look at the seeding/grading restoration Bonding estimate that 
George put together for the GFI project which is approximately 3.15 
million dollars for a 45 acre development site ($70,000 per acre). 
QUARRY and mining operations are typically required to have a 
reclamation/restoration bond for the life of the operation. In New York 
the mined land reclamation law is regulated at the state level and all 
mines/quarries are required (by law) as part of the mine permit 
condition to have bonding. The typical per acre reclamation bonding 
amount for quarries (50-80 acre size) in New York average $10,500 to 
$12,000 per acre. Looking at some of our large national clients, where 
we are asked to review regulatory reclamation bonding, bonding for 
quarry operations averages $9,000 to $12,000 per acre. 



GFI Response:

The other key item here is that the bonding is typically only 
required for acreage that is disturbed/impacted by the currently 
permitted phases. The 70K bonding versus 10-12K, is another clear 
fact, that the GFI project is a land development project, as no 
mining company is going to put up millions of dollars $(3.2 million) 
of financial surety over the life of a 45 acre quarry operation, 
while only mining 10 acre phases.

Response provided by Jeff Slade, Senior Geologist, PG, 
Continental Placer, Adirondack Geologic Services



Commission Question:

How much slag will there be in the 
water runoff that enters the Thames 
River on a daily basis and what is the 
sum total of slag that will enter the 
Thames River during the entire      
10-year project? What impact will 
this slag burden have on the shipping 
channel at the proposed excavation 
site and down river?



GFI Response:

It should be noted that slag is not the correct terminology. “Slag” is a 
waste product created when smelting ores and recycled metals, or 
during other metallurgical and combustion processes. In responding to 
the question, we have assumed that the concern is with sediment that 
may enter the Thames River. With respect to sediment control, please 
see the following response of Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.:

Assuming the reference to slag is related to suspended solids contained 
within the water runoff, we have designed the site to meet the 2023 
Stormwater Quality Manual post-construction pollutant reduction of 
90% reduction in suspended solids by the active retention of the water 
quality volume on site. In addition to meeting this standard, we have 
proposed a Hydrodynamic separator to further polish the stormwater 
discharge prior to introduction into the receiving wetland.



GFI Response:
Due to the dynamics of active construction, we are not able to compute 
the actual value of suspended solids that will migrate from the site, when 
construction is actively underway. We have adopted best management 
practices for the construction activities and will be providing monitoring, 
maintenance and inspections in accordance with the Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s General Permit for 
the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters During 
Construction (Stormwater GP), which is highly protective.

Our primary concern with sediment erosion is during the excavation of the 
overburden soils. We have adopted a conservative process including the 
use of EarthGuard® Erosion Control product for surficial stabilization. 
Earthguard® is the highest rated erosion control performance ever tested 
(per AASHTO/NTPEP Testing). It bonds molecularly with the soil and 
prevents stormwater from carrying sediment downstream, while 
maintaining pore space to encourage water infiltration. The erosion 
protection measures proposed for this project are detailed on sheet 2, C-1 
of our drawing plan set. Further details are provided in our Stormwater 
Pollution Control Plan submitted to the town.



GFI Response:
Based upon the location of the discharge from the proposed excavation area 
and the processing area, and the characteristics primarily related to the 
favorable infiltration rate, of the receiving wetlands, we expect a minimal 
discharge of sediment to the receiving areas. The excavation area has a 
robust sediment catchment system proposed throughout the construction 
period along with a herringbone network of water bars designed to direct 
stormwater flows to these sediment basins. The processing area is equipped 
with a crushed stone surface finish and has a double row of 18” mulch sock, 
which is a substantial means of sediment separation, with established 
forebay retention areas at the low points. The crushed stone surface 
treatment is rated at a 95% reduction in erosion based upon the soil 
erodibility factor in the Universal Soil Loss Equation.

Based upon the best management practices proposed and the inspection and 
monitoring requirements of the Stormwater GP, we expect little to no 
impacts to the Thames River.

Response provided by George Andrews of Loureiro Engineering Associates, 
Inc. with editorial comment in first paragraph by Harry B. Heller



Commission Question:

If the noise decibel limit is 61 dB, 
how can the blasting threshold limit 
be 130 dB? Why the exemption for 
blasting? Granted it is an impulse 
noise, but it still exceeds the 61 dB 
limit, does it not?



GFI Response:

The 61 dB is properly designated as 61 dbA (A-weighted decibel). 
This limit is applied only to continuous noise sources such as 
construction machinery (dozers, impactors, vibratory rollers, 
trucks and so forth). A-weighting takes into consideration very high 
frequency noise sources well above 10,000 Hz. Impulsive blasting 
air pressures, measured with pressure sensors, are converted to 
decibels using a linear (L) weighting scale. Thus the 130 should be 
properly noted as 130 dBL. Electronic filtering systems used with 
blasting-type seismographs filter out all frequencies except those 
from 2 to 250 Hz where milli-second (transient) blasting pressures 
reside. The systems are unrelated and cannot be compared.

Response provided by Dr. Cathy Aimone-Martin



Commission Question:

Was a study ever done to model the 
impact of using public water from the 
aquifer for road, blast site, and 
equipment spraying to minimize dust 
production under typical conditions 
versus under drought conditions? Was 
there any consideration made to using 
water from the Thames River for spraying 
efforts rather than from the aquifer?



GFI Response:

First, the volumes of water required for site dust control (including 
wetting of blasts, mist application to travel ways and mist application on 
all earth product processing and conveying equipment has been 
misrepresented by the opposition in the public hearing process. The 
record evidences the fact that a maximum of 23,000 gallons per day will 
be required for all dust control applications during drought conditions. 
23,000 gallons per day is a de minimis amount of water within the 
context of Groton Utilities’ water supply system. In the public hearing 
process, with respect to this application former Chairman Capon 
indicated on the record that “There have not been any water restrictions 
imposed by Groton Utilities during his time on the Ledyard Water 
Pollution Control Authority.”

Notwithstanding this fact, the Applicant understands that, during drought 
conditions, water restrictions may be imposed by Groton Utilities. In such 
an eventuality, temporary water withdrawal from the Thames River 
and/or from an on-site bedrock water source are viable options for 
providing water necessary to effectively accomplish dust suppression.



GFI Response:

Thames River – water from the Thames River can be used for dust control, 
based upon telephone conversations and e-mail exchanges with 
representatives from the Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection (see attached). We will need to keep the usage 
below 50,000 gallons per day, which is well below our projection of 
23,000 gallons per day to avert the need for a Diversion Permit.

Existing Dry Hydrants – water is available on site from an existing dry 
hydrant sourced by an on-site water source for dust control. This 
infrastructure is in place and ready for use.

In summary, three separate sources of water are available for dust 
control on the site and with the capacity of the Thames River available 
during drought conditions, no adverse impacts to the public water supply 
are expected.

Response provided by Harry B. Heller and George Andrews of    
Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.



GFI Response:



GFI Response:



Commission Question:

The amount of acreage donated to the 
Historical Preservation Society for 
preservation of the site of Fort Decatur          
(~ 3.5 acres) seems quite low relative to      
the amount of acreage dedicated to the 
preservation of other sites of similar 
historical importance, Fort Griswold for 
example. Is there a possibility of increasing 
the donated acreage without adversely the 
excavation/quarrying operations.



GFI Response:

The area for donation around Fort Decatur was selected based on the 
distribution of archaeological deposits associated with its occupation 
by Stephen Decatur and his men During the War of 1812 as determined 
by multiple investigations undertaken by Heritage Consultants, LLC. 
Archaeological examination of Mount Decatur through the use of 
pedestrian survey, metal detection, ground penetrating radar 
investigation, magnetometer survey, and unit excavations revealed that 
the cultural deposits associated with the occupation of the fort on 
northern side of the existing Eversource Energy powerline corridor 
were relatively tightly clustered around the earthworks (e.g., fort and 
north sentry post) and were lacking in other areas of Mount Decatur on 
the north side of the powerline easement. This distribution of 
archaeological materials and associated historical activity areas is 
consistent with the type of occupation Fort Decatur represents, which 
was short term in comparison to other fortifications such as Fort 
Griswold and Fort Trumbull, where occupations extended for decades 
and through multiple wars.



GFI Response:

Fort Decatur was a defensive position that was built as an emergency 
earthworks and was used for that purpose for no more than a year or so. 
It was abandoned after the conclusion of the War of 1812 and reclaimed 
by the forest that has been allowed to grow on Mount Decatur over the 
last century or so. The area of donation for the portion of the Fort 
Decatur Site on the north side of the Eversource Energy has been agreed 
to by The Archaeology Conservancy, the Connecticut State Historical 
Preservation Office, and the Applicant. It represents as a reasonable 
accommodation between historic preservation and Project activities.



GFI Response:

Unlike other historical fortifications along Connecticut’s coastline, 
including Fort Trumbull, For Griswold, Fort Nathan Hale, and the Black 
Rock Fort, the area containing Fort Decatur will be left in its current 
state. It will transferred to and remain under the ownership and 
control of The Archaeological Conservancy, who will provide limited 
and controlled public access to prevent damage and long term 
degradation of the area. Unlike other publicly accessible fortifications 
in Connecticut, the Fort Decatur Site will be maintained in its historic 
context and setting, and it will be set aside for investigation by future 
historians and archaeologists. As such, it will remain an unaltered 
symbol of and a significant place for the remembrance of the War of 
1812, Stephen Decatur, and the activities that occurred in the Gales 
Ferry area over 200 years ago.

Response provided by David George of Heritage Consultants



Commission Question:

I wish to know the L10 and L50 levels 
for the sound surveys taken. The L90 
has been provided, commonly referred 
to as ‘background noise’. I am 
requesting the L10 and L50 values.



GFI Response:

The L10 and L50 for the background sound monitoring are provided in 
Table 4 of the September RSG report for the first four sites and Table 1 
of my December 10 response to HMMH memo.



GFI Response:

Response provided by Ken Kaliski of RSG, Inc.


